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RESEARCH MEMORANDUM

WIND-TUNNEL INVESTIGATION OF A TAILLESS
TRIANGULAR-WING FIGHTER ATRCRAFT AT
MACH NUMBERS FROM 0.5 TO 1.5

By Ieslie F. Lawrence and James L. Summers

SUMMARY

A wind—tunnel investigation has been made to determine the
respective variations with Mech number of the static longitudinsl
stability, the drag, and the effectiveness of a constant-—chord
control surface for a tallless fighter asircraft employing a triangu—
lar wing of aspect ratio 2.31. These characteristics were determined
for the airplane provided with two alternative ailr entries: an
external compression, or shock diffuser, entry and sn open nose
entry. Measurements of 1lift, drag, a.nd pitching moment were made

through an angle—of-attack range of —4° to +14°, and over a range of
Mach numbers from 0.5 to 1.52 (excluding the region from 0.95 to

1.20) with corresponding Reynolds num'bers s based on the mean aero—
dynemic chord, ranging from 0.8 X 10°® to 1.0 x 10°. )

The models with elther type of entry became increasingly stable
with increasing Mach number. (The quarter point of the mean aero—
dynamic chord was the reference for pitching-moment coefficients.)

The variastion with Mach number of the minimum drag coefficient
of the model was characteristic of that for triangular wings of
compareble aspect ratio, the minimum drag coefficient increasing
approximately 100 percent between 0.85 and 1.20 Mach number. A
substantial portion of the minimum drag coefflicient was contributed
by the fuselage of the model.

With increasing Mach number up to 0.95, the 1ift and pltching-—
moment effectiveness of the control surface remained substantislly
constant. The 1ift effectiveness at supersonic Mach numbers was
approximately one-half the subsonic value. The pitching-moment
ePfectiveness decreased continuously from the subsonlc value to
approximetely 50 percent of this value at 1.52 Mach number.
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INTRODUCTION

The triangular wing of low aspect ratio possesses c¢haracter—
istics which make it appear sultable for use on fighter aircraft
designed to operate at moderate supersonic Mach numbers. Informstionm,
however, 1s currently lacking concerning the stability and control
characteristics of a supersonic airplane with this type of wing. The
present investigation was conducted to determine the variation with
Mach number of the longitudinal stability, drag, and control—surface
effectiveness of a model of a representative fighter alrcraft
employing a triangular wing with constant—chord trailing—edge control
surfaces. The model wes equipped with an external compression, or
shock diffuser, alr entry.

The investigation of the drag characteristics included determi--
nation of the increments of drag contributed by the principal com—
ponents of the configuration. In addition, some measure of the
effect of an open nose sir entry on the longltudinal static stability
and the drag of the model was determined.

SIMBOLS
8.C. aerodynemic center
QD ' drag coefficient, based on the corrected balance drag
reading which includes the drag due to internal flow
qD minimum drag cosfficient
min
Cp. - internsl drsg coefficient, based on the difference of
L the totel momentum of the Intermel flow between the

outlet of the body and the entering free—stream tube

CL 1lift coefficient

dc
a-g-l-i> average values of rate of change of lift coefficient
&7 av with control—surface deflection, per degree

C._ pltching-moment coefficient about guarter—chord point
- of the mean aerodynsmic chord

g /4

dS o

& average values of rate of change of pitching-moment coef—
e/ av ficlent with control—surface deflection, per degree
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c wing chord, feet

mean aserodynamic chord of gross triangular wing area

&2& 3 feet

al

Jeay
M~ Mach number
E% mass—flow coefflclent
o3 mess flow in duct, slugs per second
m, mess flow in free—stream tube with cross—se‘ctiona.l area
equal to duct entrance area, slugs per second
q free—stream dynamic pressure, pounds per square foot
R. Reynolds number, based on mean serodynamic chord
y spanwise distance, feet
o _ angle of attack, degrees
Bg control-—surface deflection, degrees

APPARATUS AND TESTS

The investigation was conducted in the Ames 1— by 3—1/2—foot
high—speed wind tumnel, which is equipped with a flexible nozzle to
pernit a variation of. Mach number from O to approximately 1.50.

(See fig. 1.) A three—component strain-gage balance was employed to
measure 1lift, drag, and pitching moment.

Three~view drawings and photographs of the models tested are
shown in figures 2 and 3. These models were reproductions of probable
configurations of a fighter designed to operate at high subsonic and
moderate supersonic Mach numbers, The airplane had no horizontal
tail assembly. The fineness ratio of the fuselage was 5.61, this
low value being required to accommodate the proposed power units.

The wing plan form comsisted of an equilateral triangle of
aspect ratio 2.31. The profile at all spanwise stations was an
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NACA 65-006.5 section. ILongitudinal control was provided by constent—
chord flaps extending from the fuselage to the wing tips. Flap
deflections for the model were obtained by bending the rear portions
of identical interchangesble wings to the positions desired.

Models with two types of air entries designed for the same
power unlt, were tested. The first was an external compression
entry having s 50° cone st the entrance snd a lip angle of 25° with
the minimum cross-sectional area located at the entrence. (See
fig. 2(a).) This entry is hereinafter referred to as the "external
compression entry." The second entry was an open nose entry, the
exterior profile being formed by fairing a truncated 24° cone into
the cylindrical fuselage. The minimum duct area, as with the first
entry, was also located at the entrance. (See fig. 2(b).) From
the figure, it msy be seen that the model with the open nose entry
was tested with a cockplt canopy. For the model with the external
compression entry, the cockplt was assumed to be located in the come
and inner body. '

The various modele were obtalned by assembling interchangesble
components on a basic inner body. The Inner body, in turn, was
attached to the end of a sting support which transmitted aerodynamic
forces and pitching moments to the strain-gage balsnce. (See fig. 4.)
Aerodynaemic forces on the sting were minimized through the use of a
shroud extending longltudinally to within 0.020 inch of the base of
the inner body. This gep provided sufficient cleesrence between the
inmer body and the shroud to prevent mechanical interference resulting
from deflection of the drag gage.

Variation in the angle of attack was accomplished by supporting
the model successively on a series of bent stings. (See fig. k4.)

Lift, drag, and pltching moment were determined at angles of
attack from —4° to 14° for Mach numbers from 0.5 to 0.95 and from
1.20 to 1.52. The corresponding Reynolds number variastion is
shown in figure 5. The decrease in Reynolds number at the higher
subsonic Mach numbers and the apparently low values at supersonic
Mach numbers resulted from increased tunnel operating temperatures.

The static pressure at the base of the inner body (necessary
for determining bsse drag corrections) was measured through an
orifice in the sting located adJacent to the base of the Inner body
as shown in figure 4. The pressures for determining internal flow
conditions were obtained from s rake of six total-pressure and two
static—pressure tubes mounted symmetrically sbout the perimeter of

i
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the shroud in the Jet exit. The shroud was attached to the balance
housing in s manner which permitted concentric alinement of the
shroud and rake with the sting and inner body, under load, st all
angles of sting deflection.

REDUCTION OF DATA

The 1ift, drag, and pitching-moment coefficlents are referred
to the gross trisngulsr wing area, including that portion covered by
the fuselage. The pltching-moment coefficient is based upon the
mean aerodynamic chord and referred to the quarter—chord position.
Internal drag forces were calculated from pressure observations by
use of momentum theory according to the method of reference 1; all
other force data were obtained by direct measurement.

Conventional wind~tunnel-wall corrections at subsonic Mach
numbers were determined by the method of reference 2. These correc—
tions were:

A

0.72% Cy,

0.0126 ¢;2

ACp

A further correction, for constriction effects of the wind-=tunnel
walls st subsonic Mach numbers, was evaluated by the method of
reference 3. At 0.95 Mach number this correction increased the
megsured values of Mach number and dynamic pressure by approximstely
} and 3 percent, respectively. Wall interference at supersonic Mach
nunbers was minimized by the model being almost entirely within the
rhombus formed by the bow wave and its reflection from the gide wallsa.
No buoyancy corrections were applied to the drag data because of the
small magnitude of the longltudinal pressure gradient present in

the wind~tunnel air stream.

An adjJustment to the measured drag forces was necessitated by
the interference of the support. This lnterference varied. with Mach
number and was manifest as a change 1n pressure at the base of the
imner body of the model from that wvalue which would have existed 1f
no support had been pregsent. The varisble drag resulting from this
inconstant pressure wes removed from the measured drag by correcting
the values of the measured base pressure to correspond to that of
the free stream.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The reletionships between 1ift, drag, and pitching-moment
coefficients and angle of attack for the various model configuratlons
are presented in figures 6, 7, and 8. The effects of Mach number on
the static longitudinal stability, drag, and control effectiveness
are shown in figures 9 through 13.

Static Longitudinal Stabillity

The static longitudinal stability of the model with external
compression entry is indicated by the slope of the curve of the
pitching—moment coefficlent versus 1ift coefficient. (See fig. 6.)
It is noted that the model is stable at all 1lift coefficients where
trim 1s indicsted and, in general, the stablility increased with
increase in Mach number.

The mass—flow cqQefficients of table I being sensibly the same
for both air entries, it is concluded from a comparison of the
pitching—moment curves of figure 8 that no change in the static
longitudinal stability resulted from the change in type of air entry.
This result should not be considered indicatlve of the effect of type
of air entry upon airplane stability for other internal flow conditioms.

The variation with Mach number of the positlon of the aeroc—
dynamic center of the model with either type of alr entry, determined
from the slope of the pitching—moment curves at zero 1lift coefficient
in figure 8, is 1llustrated in figure 9. It is observed that the aero—
dynamic center lies somewhat aft of the centroid of gross wing area
(50 percent of the mean aserodynamic chord) at Mach numbers above
1.27. This result 1s in sensible agreement with the results of an
analytical study (reference 4) of the center of pressure of triangular
wings in combination with various size bodles. In the reference
paper, a center—of-pressure location of 59 percent of the mean aero—
dynamic chord was predicted for the ratio of body diameter to wing
span of the present investigation.

The variation of the serodynamic center of the model with Mach
number agrees well with that shown on figure 9 for a thin wing of
similar plan form at subsonic Mach numbers and at a Reynolds number
of 5.3 X 106, (See reference 5.)

ISy
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Drag Characteristics

It is emphasized at the outset that the absolute values of the
drag coefficlent contained in this report are not directly applicable
to the full-scale alrplane, partly because 1n the tests no attempt
wes mede to simulate the internal flow of the prototype. Drag values
more characteristic of the airplane may be obtained by substituting
for the measured intermal drag coefficlents of the model values more
representative of those prevalling for the actusl airplane. For
further comparison with the full-scale ailrcraft, values of the model
mass—flow coefficient are glven in table I. The varlations of
minimm drag coefficient with Mach number for the body, body plus wing,
and body plus wing plus vertical fin of the model with external com—
pregsion entry are shown in figure 10. For the complete configuration,
the variation of minimm drag coefficient with Mach number is charasc—
teristic of that previocusly observed for triangular wings of aspect
ratio 2. (See reference 6,) The minimm drag coefficient displayed
little variation with Mech number either below 0.85 or above 1.20
Mach number and indicated an increase of approximstely 100 percent
between these Mach numbers.

It is further evident from figure 10 that the fuselage contrib—
utes from about 60 percent, at subsonic Mach numbers, to about 80
percent, at supersonic Mach numbers, to the totzal minimum drag coef-
ficient of the test model. A large portion of this high fuselage
drag, in some instances more than 50 percent, was found to consist of
the Internal drag of the model. Results of the internal drag measure—
ments are shown in figure 11, The Internal drag coefficients shown
are, for low and moderate 1ift coefficlents, independent of the angle
of attack, Although the internal flow remained subsonic at stream
Mach numbers of 1,20 and 1.27, the scatter of the data at these Mach
numbers indicates that the measurements are somewhat unreliable. They
have been presented, however, toc indlcate the order of magnitude of
the Internal drag.

Comparison of the minimum drag coefficlents of the models
equipped with the two types of air entry (fig. 12) shows that the use
of the open nose entry reduced the minimum drag coefficient of the
model at all Mach numbers. The reduction was particularly sub—
stantial at supersonic Mach numbers, although with increasing super—
sonic Mach number the advantage diminished. This result should not
be interpreted to mean that the open nose type of air entry is
necessarily superior to the external compression type. The evidence
of reference T indicates that the external compression entry of the
present investigation was functioning improperly at least at 1.5
Mach number in that the entry shock wase not gwallowed, with the result
that the flow over the exterior of the model was adversely affected.

~
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Control Effectiveness .

The effects of various angles of control—surface deflection on
the 1ift, drag, and pitching-moment characteristics of the model with
the external compression entry are shown in figure 6. The respective
variations with Mach number of the average rate of change of 1lift
coefficient and pltching-moment coeffleient with control—surface
deflection from 0° to 10° derived from these curves are given in
figure 13. Also shown are the corresponding characteristics at a
Mach number of 1.53 determined from tests of the same model (reference
7) at a comparable Reynolds number.

The variation with Mach number of 1lift effectiveness was smell at
subsonic Mach numbers. At supersonic Mach numbers, the 1lift effec—
tiveness averaged approximately 50 percent of the subsonic value.

The pitching-moment effectiveness of the control surface exhib-
ited a small increase with increasing subsonic Mach number and a
continuous decrease wlth increasing supersonic Mach number to a value <
at 1.5 Mach number epproximastely 50 percent of the subsonic value.

A comparison of the control effectiveness determined in this
investigation with that reported in reference 5 for e thin wing of
gsimilar plan form at 5.3 X 10% Reynolds number is made in figure 13.
The close correspondence of these results indicates that a Reynolds
number variation within the limits of the respective tests exerts
little influence on the model comntrol effectiveness.

CONCLUSIONS

From the results of a wind-tumnel investigation between 0.50
and 1.52 Mach number to determine the variastion with Mach number
of the static longitudlnal stebility, the drag, and the effective—
ness of a constent—chord control surface for a model of a tallless
fighter alrcraft employing a wing of triangular plan form and
provided with two alternate types of air entry, it 1s concluded:

1. The static longitudinal stsbllity of the model, referred to
the quarter point of the mean esrodynamic chord, increased continu—
ously with Mach number throughout the range of the investigation
where trim was Indicated. The stability was not appreciably
affected by the type of alr entry employed.

2. The varlation with Mach number of the minimum drag coeffi-— *
clent was characteristic of triangular wings of simllar aspect ratio.
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3. The minimm drag coefficient of the model with the open
nose alr entry was lower at all Mach numbers, and substantislly
lower at supersonic Mach numbers, than that of the configuration
with the external compression entry.

., The variation with subsonic Mach numbers of the 1ift and
pltching-moment effectiveness of the constant—chord trailing—edge flap
wvas small. At supersonic Mach numbers, the 1ift effectiveness was
approximately 50 percent of the subsonic value. The pitching—moment
effectiveness at supersonic Mach numbers decreased continuously from
the meximum subsonic value to half of this value at 1.52 Mach number.

Ames Aeronsutical Laboratory,
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
Moffett Field, Celif.
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TABIE I

VALUES OF MASS~FLOW COEFFICIENT

Mass~flow coefficient, :——;ﬁ

Mach
mmber | prternal compression|Open nose
2
6
T
8
9
95
1.20 .86 1.00
1.27 .82 .86
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(2) External compression entry.

(b) Open nose entry.

Figure 3.— Photographs of modsls.

| I INCHES 1[

A-11816

N v

A-12910

17






/

Sting support

Figure k.— Sectional view of model and support.

Bolance housing

.

\ _
Adjustablte shroud

SNEER T
~URA
A-13620

=
£
=
g
:
&

61







Lix 0%

1o} 1

A
x 8
o9
]
S,
& N
~TE -
5:/‘ L
0 "] .3 4 .8 9 10 44 L2 L3 14 L5 1)

Mach number, M

Figure 5.~ Variation of Reynolds number with Mach number for the -
Varidtion of, models in the Ames [ty 3t-root high-

9TEEV “ON WH VOVH

Ta




6 1,‘” //d
/] /|
? r./ 2] o/ A d
4 / / 4 )
LA i/
3 ANY, 1’4
< A 12 I¥:
?:.2 g ol g
g 41y / /
5, iy
g gy
B 1/ _
~ ped > %
pENAV./ i
/ { )
2| Vi ° g 0 (i
oA o 8= -65 ¥: A )
-3 °|‘5‘] 'Tgo \s | <A
4 0 4 & 1z I8 0 09 08 J2 4% 7 =

Angle of attack, o, deg

Drag coefficient, Cp

{a)M, 0.5.

Pifching-moment coefficient, C‘.,_'f‘

Figure 6.—Variation of the aerodynamic characteristics for various flap deflections of the model with the

axternal compression enfry.

co

QTEEV *ON WM VOYN



_ ]
6 /P ,J)u A
/ //
5 /lc A&
Q{ / 24 Q
# y / y
/ / 7
3 : C .
S }’/ /] y /4 4
- ol A 4 ,
3 117/ /] I
=1 -r/ -' I’ ‘
/ - 2 |
-2 /? 0 3e= 0:
VT8 49 AR
e . Il ® > L_| [ i
-4 0 4 g 2 B 0 04 08B 42 J o =/
Angle of offack, a, deg Drag coefficlent, Cp Pifching—moment coefficient, c,,;

Figure 6-Continued,

(b) M, 0.6,

=
2
2
5
.
8
B

ta




vy }5 )
6 // J/
5 /1Y 7V
i1/ il M°
4 / r/ Y
' A/ /4 [
3 /[ {/ il -
& / 4
- 1 {15 1
§° /Y [l I
£ / ) 1 E
: . | i
AL VLA [5
' / [ |
-2 ﬂf) o &= 0° © [ﬁ
i /A o &~657 ‘ |
NI & &=~99° 1
' v/ \(} | ~WE
A 4§ 6 0 04 08 2 I8 2

Angle of altack, o, deg

Figure 6—Continusd.

Drag coefficient, GCp
(c) M, O7.

Pitching-moment coefficient, 6‘,4'

43

OTHE6Y "CN WY VOVH



&
8 5
/ P4 ?
5 va .
1A wﬁ
5 / of &
3 : /7 o
S, Av/i Vi
. / 1/ I
23 a7 4 k
S i/ 1/ i
.2 (LA [/} ]
- / 1Y/ L1
S/ 1/ LIr
S /] T 1
oA
> / [
) I |
/ 1K
-2 0 8.’ o° E Rd‘
' / 0 &=65] |
F—chf 2 499 ;
: 3 Ie '_ﬂ‘@’-‘: ]
) | 11
-4 0 4 88 2 /6 0O 4 o8 L2 #H .20 0 -1
Amgle of attack , o , deg Drag coefficient, Cp Pitching-moment coefficient, Gmg
(d) M, 0.8.

Figure & -Confinued.

ce




8
7] P
< )4 7
i 0/ / / /7/’/3 e
/ /

o / / A2 2

‘# .‘f // /

' { / /f/ E’I

/

& VimY/. 94 I

. / /
e ' // / 0
S / aw, 4 |
% / f /
S / % [
S‘J )H/ 6 -

_ / 0 8 0° )

“ o &,=-65] \\

3 A ¢ §=9.91 3

¥ 3 e

4 T

-4 0 4 8 P2 0 04 08 12 6 20 1l 0

Angle of altack, a, deg

Flgure 6-~Continued.

I la
I
L

Drag coefficieni, Cp
(fe) M, 0.85.

Pitching-moment coefficient, Gy

92

9TEAY "ON WY VOVN




7 - » 3
' // |
/
/ >

2 AN/ 74

4 /4 1
o {1 4 o I i
S / N |
1:3 / i 9
S 2 1/ LA ‘
3 ¥ / / l ]¢
= b
%7 d /
3 /
= ; [/
3. / 1y

| / n;i b r{

o0 8= O

cus , 0 &>99] ‘(h .

_4 \ - 1 I 1 ]

H N J L

-4 0 4 8 /2 /6 0O 04 08 12 B 20 , / 0 -/
Angle of aftack, o, deg Drag coefficreni, Cp Pitching-moment coefficient, G‘m.g
(f) M, 0.90.

Figure 6-Gontinued.

9TE6V "ON WM YOVN

n
-3




8B
d A B i
/
i // /7 fl
.5 ‘/‘f //fa , l
yl av i 7
O 1/ 4/ Al
. /¥ / [T
N _ y [/ Nl
9= i TH 2
W / ' 7
s A /
< T | r
R t& SV
&1 o &~ O ] o
=LY o G=65 \ [
Y RN i i
—{F Ll
! a: | BEaE
Y4 o0 4 8 12 K 0O 04 08 12 B 2 I 0 <

Angle of atfack, «, deg

Figure 6-Continued.

Drag coefficient, Cp
(g) M, 0.95.

Frifching-moment coefficient, c,n:g

Be

"oN WY VOVN

9IdEV



Lift coefficlent, C;

b [ b
/ Vs
g i 7; o i
/
T 1
3 il /A ' A1/
/ 1Y/ UL
. /5 / [
J 4 W%
/Y 1 1/
7 i 7
] /VF i
Sex 07 '
Sy o &g 3/
3 7 o 899
ﬁ;{ ~mE -
F 0 4 8 © # 0 b4 08 & B o
Angle of offack, o, deg Drag coefficient, Cp Pilchimy-moment coefficient, 6‘,,;

Flgure 6-Contied, (h) #,1.20.

GTEEY “oH WY VOVN

é2




Lift coeffierent, C

d P , B ®
/ 4
& /
“ 7F . '
4 / i
3 F /s
/ 1/ [l
2 P Al ﬁ:/
/¢ f
A [ (19
/// ' “5!
!
i t#’s : 4

BEmY| | oI

Jelf ‘ i
=2 d o] &’ o° & :

/ o §=-657 |

> 4
# : L1 1 |
- 4 2 6 0O 04 08 £ 6 oJ o =/
Angle of aftack, «, deg Drag coefficienl, Cp . Pitching-moment coefficient, 0,,;"

Figure 6 ~Continued, | ()M, 1.27.

0t

9Tg6Y “ON WY VOVN



6 |
P g
4 //% /7 i
S , by
g 7 il - J
§ ¥, 7 % [ ]
Y/ I
4 ]
" { o 8‘: 00
o A*99° > ~RE
-3 , L1
~4 (/] 4 & 2 /6 [#] 04 08 12 5 ) 0 -

Angle of alfack, o, deg

Flgure 6-Concluded,

Drag coefficient, Cp
)M 152

Pitching-moment coefficient, O

9Tg6Y "ON W VOVN

1€




A
) 4
sl / ‘ 7
“
o IL-.. A \ Y,
3 / [ /
sl LY /
° J
\4 " } ¥
s JH |
2 8
S i/
s
§° “
A O Body+Wing+verticol Fin L}
€ a Body T
o Body + Wing
.| ‘::gg:/"_
l l | l | | [ l 1 1 1 i
0 D4 D8 12 B =2z 0 2 4 & I~ 0 =

Drag coefficient, Cp

Lift coefficient, C;
(a}] M, O.5.

Pitching-moment coefficient, G, F-

Figure 7-Variation of the aerodynamic characleristics of components of the mode! with the axfernal compression

entry.

43

9TEAV "ON WY VOVN



A _ I
/f
12 T
o ’/
] & &
8_|1 / - 1 / r
2017 / |
.6 4 /
[\ &[ /‘L
S 4 r '
e
Q 2 & . | <
k 1
Q
2 o ¥
s T - 1
< ._;50 O Body+Wing-+vertical Fin_I{
2 — 3
o Body
-4 & Body + Wing
HEREEEN Al
oq9 08 2 6 =2 (7] 2 4 6 J o =/
Drag coefficient, G, L/ft coefficient, C; Fitching-moment coefficient 6‘,,_;
(b)M, 0.6
Figure 7-Continued,

9TV *ON WY VOVN

£€




M o
r/’u 7
/| -
2 f L -
1 1A /
d 7
g 1 / r
> [ 1/ /
s / I
61— O y
[\
$ 1]
32 f
LS
° S d
~§,°F i A
o O Body+Wing+vertical Fin| _| [ X
o Body §5
» <> Boa’yl +Tm7 Fw _
: Ll
0O 04 08 P2 K 20 2 o 2 i b 8 ¥ =/ |
Drag coefficient, Cp Lift coefficient, C; Pitching-moment coefficlent, €&
(c)M, 07. ’

Figure 7-Confintied.

HEe

9TIEV "ON WY VOVN



pr ' &
vl /
o / - o
L // oy
7
n <
/
8 ,// I
S -/
R B ﬁg
" v r $
c -
~d4 N J 1]
£ T I
X P
5 / i
; ¢
< O BodytWing+vertical Fin [}
o Body e o
& Body+ Wing :
- A
HEEEEERN e
o 04 08 12 15 .20 2 0 2 4 6 &8 4 0 =

Drag coefficient, Gy

Figure 7 ~Confinued,

Lift coefficient , ¢
(d)M, 0.8.

Filching-momen! coefficient, G__;

9TE6Y "ON WY VOVN

43




gt

¥
-
p /
2 Z i 1
‘ 5/// i / W
| A pt
Ot
/. /
1 / [}
S /4 [ /
S %
&
“t.: 4',____.[1l I 1 ’
R ay, 1
B 4
Fy
5 I
o Y
2 i
Y, O Body+Wing+Vertical Fin
) o Body &
1 & Body +Wing | ~TET
l I I [ l lj | ] 1 | 1
o o4 08 2 M 20 . -2 o 2 4 b6 8 A o -
Drag coefficient, Gp Lift coefficient, G FPitehing-moment coefficiant, 6‘,,;{
' (6)M, 0.85.
Figure 7-Comived

9TgAV "ON WH VOVN



=
=
7 2
M
/; // 5:
/ 1 ' R £t =
] / ) ] g
) &
o
. // [ //
.E & /] 1 .
. e ¢ g o
5 [F
* 45 0 ,/ L
s |1 . |
S 4] Il
.
Q
20
S
'=t_2 O Body+Wing+Vertical Fin
n Body é
& Body + Wing -
-2 WG -
HEREEEEN i
0 04 08 2. 16 20 24 =2 0 .2 4 6 . T 0 =
Drag cogfficient, Gy LIft coefficient, G, Pifchking-moment cosfiicient, Cuf

(fiM, 0.9,
Fiure 7=Confinved,

L€




/ - -
IOI
o 81 :
)
S
~ 6 /9 P
S min/ H
2 41— !
s |k { &
R |
v i A il
20— a
S
< O Body+Wing+Vertical Fin /| _
R & Body + Wing .
’ [[T]TTTT] el
0 04 08 L2 =2 0 2 4 6 J o =/
Drag coefficient, Gy Lift coefficien?, € Pilching~moment coeffickent, Cn§

Flgure 7-Confinued.

(G M, 0.95.

gt

9TEAY *ON WY VOVN



B
Q
:p.
2
P 9
°
/ g
/cD S =
/ /
)4 /
> / )
©
~ 6l / -
5 / /
< / / i
Q v
R ! g
.‘G 2 ] ‘1 l/
% /
LY _
S Y
<, o\ | o sodytwingtverticar Fin|_/ /
o Body @
[ [T i1 [] Rl
04 08 B2 K ' =2 o 2 4 & J o -
Drag coefficient, Cp Lift coefficient, € Pitching- mament coefficient, 0,;
(h)M, LZ0O,

Figwre 7-Gontinued.

6t




/
2
i /@
| /
o0t
// / \
a %
©
g P |
5 // ’ IRIMV
*\
s T J
‘G o ' A 7
5 d‘f‘/ /
[ g
39 % | /
< &\ | 0 Bodyting+Vertical Fin|_/f /
0 Body d ;
N [TTTTTT] i
0 04 08 2 K =2 o 2 4 6 J o =/ _
Drag coefficient, Gy Lift coefficient, G Pitehing-moment coeﬁ'ic/bnr,cm_f'
(1M, L27. '

Figure 7-Confinued.

ok

9Ta6V "CN WM YOVH



12
i Vd 7.3
I /
o lal [/ i -
5 © &
5 / / )
L
3 |
N 2l——1 ) /
20 8
S )
Y g O Body+Wing+Vertical Fin__| {8 é
g Body ¢
& Body + Win ]
~ [T 1] 1117 sl

0O 04 08 FE
Drag coefficlent, Cp

Figurs 7-Concluded.

N

2 o 2 4

Lift coefficient, G
(/)M 152

6

N o =/
Pitching-momen! coefficient, G, zi

oTdEY *oN WY VOVN

Tk



[+
<
b

tn
el
N

z,

»
;]
'
{
1
H
;
*
oy
1
oI
!

S g 7 d
§° / 1 I
R
S
T { d
]
S [
&=
N
1
© Exfernal compression enfry
=2 O Opsen nose enlry.
- | ]
40 4 &8 2 & 0 Di o8 U2k A R
Angle of altack, «, deg Drag coefficienf, Cp Pitching-moment coefficient, Cnf

(a)M, 0.5

Figure 8.—Varlalion of the aerodynamic characteristics of the complete models with external compression
and open nose eniries.

e

9THAY "ON WH VDVN




7
l /QL U
B /);
A A
7,
5 / 5 /4
/ /
+ / /
5 / /
<y / ;
oo .
e / / I
s :
£ i
8
=
3
=/
O Exfernal compression enlry
<2 0O Open nose enlry
J [TTT T 1] i
-4 [ 4 8 2 8 o4 08 2 6 J o =/
Angle of attack, o, deg Drag coefficient, G, Pilching—-moment coefficient, 6,,_5

Figure 8—Conltinued.

(b) M, 0.6.

9196V "OoN W VOVN

€



tn

A
™~

/

ey
s

t
Q.

o

~

o

Lift coefficient, C;

o
]

I
Sy
&

.
)

O Exiernal compression enfry

0 Open nose enlry
i (1]

=4 4 3'%'

SNA

=

Angle of altack, o, deg

Figure 8-Continued,

5

o o

Drag coefficient, Gp

q o8 £

(c) M, O.7.

6 20

J

Fitching—maoment coefficien, G,,qi

T

9Ta6V "ON WY VOVN




, ; ] L
Vil AT i
6 : pd
/ /
S o f
, /4
o 4 /
. /i
By
S .3 Vil g
& 7 [
% /
8.2 _I
».,
3, T
- /
0
-] g/— O External compréssion enfry 1@,
O Open nose eniry
- NI W
HEEEERERE el
-4 0 4 8 2 ) 0O 04 08 [ 6 20 g o -~/
Angle of altack, a, deg Drag coefficient, Cp Pitching-moment coefficient, 0,,‘:
(M, 0.8.
Figure 8- Cordinued,

9TE6Y "ON WM YOVN

Ch




ANY

by

iy

o~

Lif! cosfficient, C;

.
S

O E£xternal compression entry

it

O Open nose eniry

SRR~

l 1 |

c 04 08
Drag coefficient, Cp
@) M, 0.85.

Angle of offock, «, deg

Figure 8-~Continued.

7]

=
Pitching-moment coesfficient, o;,,{

o4

9TIEY ‘ON WM VOVN




=
&
o
5 2 9 <
=
7 3 /;/’-J { o
X g g
6' 2
47 | 2
5 / 4
/ A
S 4 1 / /
":~ 1 )
§3 /
S /
3 y
3 2 A
& %
~J / /
/ /
0 : ' " F
-~/ .y O External comprsssion entry 1!{/>
O Open nose enfry e
=2 —
T T T 1 1] B
-4 0 4 8 2 kK O 04 08 2, KB 20 ] 0 =/ !
Angle of offock, o, deg Drag coefficient, Cp Pitching-moment coefficient, a,,,_‘E
(f) M, 0.90.

Figure 8—Confinued.

Ly




e
//u /Y
£ | 5
// /
5 Vd
/ 1/

4 / i J|
: 7 f
X A
¥s 1 s
3
2 2 { [ ‘

& /F /Fj
'_] ¥ 4 _
' / _h /
-4 r/ O External compression enfry rlf
'“—d/ a Jpen nose enlry - ? y
- ENEEEEEENE Rl
-4 [7} 4 & 2 0 04 08 12 K N o =/
Angle of affack, o, deg Drag coefficient, Cp Pifching-moment coefficient, C,_‘;
(¢ M, 0.95.

Figure 8-Gonfinued,

9TE6V *ON WY VOVN



6
s / ViV
/) /
i /4
3 / I
M / /] I
:.S p '/ / . ]
£ P
8 4 71T /
£
~N 0 s
=/ / O Exlernal compression enfry \\ ;
QO Open nose eniry ‘%,
] | il
-4 [v] 4 8 2 o 04 08 2 K J o =

"Angle of ottack, a, dag

Figure 8—~Continued,

DOrag coefficient, G,
h M 120

Pilching-momenl coefficient, 6‘,,_5;

9TV "ON WM VOVN

64




oS

()}

ty
\\\ .
P,
——]

Y
B

0y
-
g / /
8 2 / / |
S
8 Fi
57 [ /
-
=1/ / O External comprassion enfry 1~ t\\\ /7
g’ O dpen nose eniry &
- HEEEERREEN il
~4 [7] 4 8 2 0 04 08 2 K A o =/
Angle of altack, =, deg Drag coefficient, G, Pilching-mament coefficient, G,,_f'
(i) M, 127.

Figure 8-Corfinued.

=
5
]
=
t2]
ol
g
N




|

i

T

//

[

~

Lift coefficient, C;
() .
N

)
&

e

=/ O External compression enlry

O Open nose eniry

LT

[ I N

-4 0 4 & 2
Angle of atftack, a, deg

Figure 8-Concluded,

0 04 08 /2
Drog coefficient, Cp
(/IM, L52,

6

40 A
Pitching-moment coefficient, Caf

=
H
z:
g
-
o




Configuration Reynolds number Source
—— Body+Wing+Vertical Fin 0.8 fo l0x I0° -ty Zf~root wind funne/

70 ~-~~ Triangular Wing 5.3x/0° Reference 5
N 60}
ey
S
L
S st A=
.§ P
= L~
8 / =
Q, 401 — T ____:}-..-n-‘{ ==
g
-1

Jo

i vl I
S |
0 ¥ 6 7 8 g 10 L’ 12 1.3 14 15 16

Mach number, M

Figure 9.~ Varialion of the oerodynamic cenfer of the model with Mach number.

9TI6V "ON WE VOVN




916V "ON WH VOVN

N4 ‘
——— Body +Wing +Vertical Fin
Body +Wing
gm ~-=====— Body
Q
-
s 06
-g \\
S —
L I P 1
o T ——— ——
R .0g— =
3 /]
& 02 — ——
§ [TV U R N
. :.% <A
%, L1
(4] 5 .6 7 8 9 /0 L1 L2 L3 4 L5 /6
Mach number, M

Figure 10.— Variation of the minimum drog coefficlent with Mach number for componenis of the model
with the external compression eniry.

154




04
Symbal External compression enfry Flap deflection
Bod)

(§' l:l a;f‘ng-} Vertical Fin o°

- 03 Lo Body +Wing + Vertical Fin -65°
H A BodytWing ~9.9°
S Open nose entry
= v Body +Wing +Vertical Fin (/)4
% 02

5 Open nose entry

>

S At X
3 Y ] A External compression enfry T

.S; W -
S L

o
0‘/\ 5 6 7 9 L0 1! L2 L3 14

Mach number, M

Figure /l.—~Variation of the internal drag coefficient with Mach number for the complete

models, excep! as noled.

9TH6Y "ON WY VOVN




10 Tyoe of entry Reynolds number  Source
s External compression 0.8 fo OxI0* I-ty 3} ~fool wind funnel
& o8 — —— (Open nose “ "
. Q@  External compression 1.13xi0° Reference 7
- 0] Open nose » .
g
S 06
g —
S R e Q
S
Q [— t——
.04
8
3 /]
A
§ 0 o ]
&
§ ~E
o, ||
0 ) & 7 8 9 lo Ll 12 13 4 15 6

Mach number, M

Figure I2.~Variation of the minimum drag coefficient with Mach number for the models with the external
compression and the open nose enlries .

9TEAY 'ON WY WOVN

s
A



9¢

05
Configuration Angfe of attack Reynofds number Source
o4 ——BodyWing+Vertical Fin g: 0.8 o l0x 10° by 3 ~foat wind funnel
R N ” 10° w .
~—Triangular wing 0° - 53x10° Reference 5
03 @  BodytWing+Vertical Fin O° 1.13x 10° Refarence 7
{‘"_"L / '
da‘ av TR Y Y :—_'."L:-:—:-:":;;:::
.22 == ——] —
o0/ i il i SUE P S
e
o
0 '\/\
c =0/ S e e i F .,::,:"E;"'M
m) ] - W
é’é‘, ov ' 1
~02 —
0 K] 6 7 8 9 L0 L/ 2 L3 4 L5

Mach number, M

Figure 13 -Variation with Mach number of the effectiveness of a constant chord flap on the model! with the
exlernal compression entry.

9THEV *ON W VOVN




